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Precursors and Outcomes of Satisfaction in Seller-Customer Business 
Relationships: A Sales Perspective 
 
Abstract 
Do the same precursors and outcomes apply in business relationships when the relationships 
are seen from the seller’s perspective as opposed to the customer’s perspective?  
Many studies on relationships, particularly those on business relationships, deal mainly with 
the buyer’s perspective. In this study, we take the seller’s perspective and test whether the 
precursors (trust and commitment) and outcomes (specific assets, opportunism and 
formalization) of satisfaction, which are tested and retested across multiple contexts and 
through time to buyer business relationships, also applies to seller business relationships.  
Data was gathered from a cross-industry sample of Norwegian companies. The questionnaires 
returned from 213 key sales informants were completed satisfactorily and were useable in this 
study, generating a valid response rate of 40.7%. Follow-up interviews with sales executives 
revealed practical consequences of satisfaction, specific assets, opportunism and 
formalization. The lesson learned from the feedback is that acting in a way that builds trust 
benefits both seller and customer.  
 
Keywords 





Exchange between buyers and sellers plays a central role in the marketing of any business 
(Dowell, Heffernan & Morrison, 2013). Key to ensuring long-term, successful business 
exchange relationships is how partners manage their relationship (Hütten. Salge, Niemand & 
Siems, 2018; Möller, 2013). Indeed, the quality of relationships between business partners has 
become a vital business asset. Marketing metrics indicate that it can cost six times as much, or 
even more, to attract new customers as opposed to retaining existing ones. This indisputably 
demonstrates the value of cultivating good business relationships with exchange partners 
(Morris, 2016; Kauffman, 2000).  
 
Accordingly, relationship marketing has emerged over recent years as a significant area of both 
academic and practitioner interest. The need to understand what constitutes a profitable 
business-to-business relationship has been at the centre of numerous studies and practitioner 
interest.  While this is indeed so, many studies on relationships, particularly those focused on 
business relationships, deal mainly with the buyer’s perspective. This may be due to the fact 
that relationship marketing emphasises customer satisfaction (Hütten et al., 2018; Rindell 
Mysen, T., Svensson, G. & Billström 2013; Walter et al., 2003).  
 
Our review of available studies shows that most of them focus on the buyer (customer) (e.g. 
Cannon & Perreault Jr, 1999; Selnes, 1998) whereas the seller’s perspective is considered  only 
to a marginal extent (e.g. Walter et al. 2001). While the need to pay attention to the customer 
in business-to-business relationship cannot be over-emphasised, successful relationships 





In this study, satisfaction with a business relationship results from trust and commitment, as 
posited by Skarmeas et al. (2008). These authors contend that satisfaction in business 
relationships seldom develops without the presence of trust and commitment. The aim is also 
to establish a foundation for a dual assessment of relationship quality in both inbound and 
outbound business relationships. 
 
The research question is whether the precursors (trust and commitment) and outcomes (specific 
assets, opportunism and formalisation) of satisfaction, tested and retested across multiple 
contexts and through time with regard to buyer business relationships, also apply to seller 
business relationships. The study’s objective is therefore to examine the precursors and 
outcomes of satisfaction, based on a sales perspective in seller-customer business relationships.  
 
The next section discusses the theoretical framework underpinning the study and presents the 
research hypotheses. This is followed by a description of the methodology and the results. 
Subsequently the research and practical implications are outlined before concluding.  
 
Theoretical Framework 
It is important to understand what contributes to an effective business-to-business relationship 
from the seller’s perspective, and not just from the perspective of the buyer. This is all the more 
so, considering the vital role that power dynamics play between buyers and sellers in business 
relations.  
 
Due to factors such as large order value and the ease with which a business seller or business 
buyer is able to use their power position to influence the other, it is not uncommon for such 
business relationships to be characterised by low levels of satisfaction for at least one party 
(Gölgeci, Murphy & Johnston, 2018; Lee, 2001).  
 
Companies involved in business relationships have a choice between using coercive or non-
coercive power in trying to influence their partners (Cowan, Paswan & Van Steenburg, 2015; 
Hausman & Johnston, 2010). Coercive power is associated with the use of threats of adverse 
consequences in order to secure compliance (Zhang, Fu & Kang, 2018). Non-coercive power 
seeks to affect behaviour by favourably influencing attitudes (Mishra & Banerjee, 2018).  
 
The relationship of the marketing paradigm is consistent with the use of non-coercive power in 
managing business relationships (Jain, Khalil, Johnston & Cheng, 2014). Hausman and 
Johnston (2010) note that non-coercive influence in business relationships exerts a significant 
positive influence on trust, commitment and cooperation whereas coercive influence exerts a 
negative influence on the same factors. Lee (2001) demonstrates that coercive power exerts a 
negative influence on satisfaction with business relationships, while non-coercive exerts a 
positive influence. 
 
Literature on relationship marketing widely considers that trust, commitment and satisfaction 
are three key constructs of a quality business relationship. There is, however, no consensus as 
to how these three constructs relate to one another. This has resulted in these three elements 
being positioned differently, within different relationship marketing conceptual frameworks. 
For example, Hashim and Tan (2015) and Zineldin and Jonsson (2000) argue that trust and 
commitment are outcomes of satisfaction, whereas studies by Nyaga, Whipple and Lynch 




outcome of trust and commitment respectively. There is therefore a need for validation studies 
to establish the position of these three key relationship marketing concepts in different contexts.  
 
Research Context and Positioning 
While past studies, including those of Payan et al. (2016) and Mysen et al. (2011), have 
examined the relationship between trust, commitment and satisfaction, none have examined 
this from the viewpoint of the seller. Although the customer perspective of business 
relationships is important, successful business relationships cannot exist if the other party − the 
seller in this study − has no trust in the partner, is not committed to the relationship or does not 
find the relationship to be satisfactory.  
 
Apart from examining the relationship quality constructs of trust, commitment and satisfaction, 
this study also investigates the influence of these relationship quality outcomes on business 
transaction cost outcomes such as specific assets, opportunism and formalisation. Conversely, 
the adoption of relationship marketing and its long-term effects on business relationships are 
often contrasted with the transaction approach, which focuses on transactional marketing. 
 
The emphasis placed on efficiency in the transactional marketing approach should appeal to all 
firms, including those pursuing the relationship marketing approach. Hunt and Morgan (1994) 
observe that the reason companies need to pursue relationship marketing strategies is because 
of the long-term benefits that this can ensure. A high level of efficiency is clearly a benefit 
worth pursuing in business relationships.  
 
In transaction cost analysis, efficiency can be improved by managing business relationship 
risks, such as the risk of opportunism which can be high in the presence of specific asset 
investments and low levels of formalisation (Mysen et al., 2011). By investigating the influence 
of the aforementioned relationship marketing constructs on the transaction costs outcomes, this 
study provides insights on the influence of relationship quality on transactional outcomes of 
business relationships, specifically from a seller’s perspective.  
 
Accordingly, this study examines − from the seller’s perspective − whether trust and 
commitment result in satisfaction in ongoing business relationships and whether satisfaction 
exerts a significant influence on specific assets, opportunism and formalisation. The study 
addresses gaps in the literature in two main ways. First, it validates the structural relationship 
of the key relationship-quality constructs of trust, commitment and satisfaction from the seller 
perspective, as well as the structural relationship between satisfaction and specific assets, 
opportunism and formalisation in such contexts. Secondly, it provides insights into the validity 
and reliability of the measurement properties of the examined relationship-quality and 
transaction-cost constructs in the context of seller-customer business relationships, from a 
sellers’ perspective.  
 
 
Research Model and Hypothesised Relationships 
Figure 1 below presents the research model tested in this study. The model posits that 
satisfaction mediates between the precursors (i.e. trust and commitment) and the outcomes (i.e. 
specific assets, opportunism and formalisation). Four of the hypothesised relationships in 
Figure 1 are positive, while two are negative. 
 




Trust and Commitment 
Despite trust being a recurring construct in relationship marketing studies, many researchers, 
including Akrout and Diallo (2017) and Gundlach and Cannon (2010), acknowledge that it is a 
challenging to understand constructs and this field is therefore worthy of further analysis. This 
may be due to the fact that trust can be studied at different levels, including at an overall as well 
as a dimensional level. Furthermore, there is no agreement in literature on the important 
dimensions of trust in B2B-marketing.  
 
Nevertheless, the available definitions of trust illuminate the core issues associated with trust 
in business relationships. For example, Brown. Crosno & Tong (2018, p. 2) define trust as: 
“…the belief that one's channel partner can be relied on to fulfil its obligations and to behave 
in a benevolent manner”. From this definition, it evident that a trusted partner honours their 
obligations and does so competently and benevolently. The latter means that the trusting 
business partner has confidence that, in undertaking its obligations, the trusted partner will do 
so considering not only self-interest, but rather the good of both parties (Dowell et al., 2015).  
 
Morgan and Hunt (1994) contend that a trusted business partner is valued so highly that it is 
common for a business to devote substantial effort to maintaining the relationship. This attests 
to the positive influence of trust on commitment. According to Young and Denize (1995), 
commitment is characterised by a lack of willingness to replace a relationship partner. 
Similarly, Nyaga et al. (2010) argue that commitment in business relationships exists when 
there is a belief in the importance of being in a relationship with a particular partner, so much 
so that there is willingness to work towards ensuring that the relationship lasts. 
 
Jeong and Oh (2017) and Ulaga and Eggert (2006) empirically confirm the positive influence 
of trust on commitment in business relationships. Accordingly, this study hypothesises that in 
seller-customer business relationships: 
 
H1: Trust in a customer positively influences seller commitment in B2B relationships. 
 
Trust and Commitment as Precursors of Satisfaction 
There is broad agreement in the marketing literature that satisfaction is an outcome variable 
that results from an evaluation of performance against expectations (Jonsson & Zineldin, 2003; 
Wood, 2008). It is only when performance meets or exceeds expectations that satisfaction 
results.  
 
Theories such as Oliver’s (1980) expectancy-disconfirmation theory and its extended version 
from Kristensen et al. (1999), the expectation-confirmation theory, all indicate the importance 
of expectations and perceived performance in explaining satisfaction. One of the most cited 
definitions of satisfaction in the context of B2B-relationships is that of Geyskens, Steenkamp 
and Kumar (1999), who defined satisfaction as the positive affective state that results from 
appraising all aspects of an organisation’s working relationship with another.  
 
This study argues that trust and commitment are important aspects that organisations consider 
when appraising their business partners. Organisations do indeed expect their business partners 
to be trustworthy. McNeilly and Russ (1992) observe that when there is success in joint business 
activities, satisfaction is also experienced over the time. This means that successful business 




Svensson and Mysen (2011) and Nyaga et al. (2010) support the positive influence of trust on 
levels of satisfaction in B2B-markets.  Accordingly, this study hypothesises that: 
 
H2: Trust in a customer positively influences seller satisfaction in B2B relationships. 
 
Descriptions of commitment in the literature, including those of Nyaga et al. (2010) and Wong 
and Sohal (2002), suggest that it is associated with making special efforts to ensure relationship 
continuity. Such efforts are likely to include measures aimed at acquiring a good understanding 
of the needs of a partner and ensuring that they are met.  
 
Anderson and Weitz (1992) assert that committed business partners are also willing to make 
short-term sacrifices in order to maintain the desired relationships. Such special efforts are 
likely to influence satisfaction positively. As per Farelly and Questar (2005), in business 
relationships, commitment does exert a positive influence on satisfaction. Accordingly, we 
hypothesise that: 
 




Satisfaction and Transaction Cost Factors 
This study posits that satisfaction in business relationships influences key transaction-cost 
factors, such as specific assets, opportunism and formalisation. Rindfleisch and Heide (1997) 
note that specific assets are those that have high specificity and which have accordingly little if 
any value outside a given exchange relationship. These include dedicated equipment, tailored 
procedures and specific human assets such as specialised personnel (Shou, Yang, Zhang & Su, 
2013; Huo, Ye, Zhao, Wei & Hua, 2018).  
 
Investments in specific assets can be made either by one or both parties to the business 
relationship. When a party makes investments in specific assets, it ultimately places itself in a 
situation where it is locked into the business relationship, so that the other party can easily take 
advantage. Specific assets are thus associated with high transaction risk (Hallikas & 
Lintukangas, 2016). However, the risk that a business partner bears in relationship to specific 
assets may vary, depending on whether the investing party is the seller or the customer in the 
relationship.  
 
Huo et al. (2018) claim that among businesses in logistics-related relationships, customers tend 
to face a greater power-disadvantage when they invest in specific assets, than if the investments 
were made by sellers. Chiou and Droge (2006) indicate that buyer satisfaction with a seller 
exerts a positive influence on buyer investment in specific investments. Mpinganjira, Bogaards, 
Svensson and Mysen (2014), however, found no significant relationship between satisfaction 
and specific investments.  
 
Nevertheless, this study posits a negative relationship between satisfaction and specific 
investment on the basis that if a seller is already satisfied with a buyer, it is not necessary for 
them to take on more risk through specific investments. Less specific investments can thus be 
expected. Moreover, Alaghehband, Rivard, Wu & Goyette (2011) argue that specific 
investments only become necessary when they give a business partner extra advantages over 





H4: Satisfaction with a customer negatively influences seller investments in specific 
assets in B2B relationships. 
 
Opportunism, which is the seeking of self-interest with guile (Williamson, 1975), is widely 
regarded as a major problem in business relationships and one of the main reasons why 
companies seek to protect themselves using complex contracts (Ghoshal & Moran, 1996). 
Opportunism manifests itself through both subtle and not-so-subtle ways, including blatant 
lying and as well as distorting or withholding of information from a business partner (Kang & 
Jindal, 2015).  
 
Irrespective of the form − opportunism, or even suspicion of opportunism − can have deleterious 
consequences on loyalty for a partner in business relationships (Chaudhry et al., 2018). 
Hutchinson et al. (2011) and Rindell et al. (2013) observe that when business partners are 
satisfied, they tend to be less prone to opportunism, as they know that such acts can result in 
the termination of a previously solid relationship. In this study it is accordingly hypothesised 
that: 
 
H5: Satisfaction with a customer negatively influences seller opportunism in B2B-
relationships.  
 
One of the important ways in which businesses try to mitigate the risk of opportunism is through 
formalisation. Scott (1987, p. 33) defined formalisation as: “…the degree to which rules 
prescribing behaviour are formulated, as well as the extent to which role responsibilities are 
prescribed”. Formalisation may include written contracts to regulate the conduct of business 
partners (Dwyer & Oh, 1988). Such contracts are legally enforceable agreements, which can 
help in balancing power where a relationship was otherwise dominated by one partner.  
 
Guercini and Tunisini (2017) observed that while formalisation guards against opportunism, it 
can also generate problems arising from routinisation which can stifle creativity in the business 
relationship. Accordingly, formalisation in business relationships is likely to be more prevalent 
where there is already satisfaction. This is due to the fact that where satisfaction prevails, there 
is likely to be reduced concerns relating to the possible negative effects of formalisation, in turn 
lead to higher levels of willingness to enter into contracts. Similarly, Guercini and Tunisini 
(2017) note that formalisation can complement existing trust. Studies by Mpinganjira et al. 
(2014) and Mysen et al. (2011) point to the positive influence of satisfaction on formalisation. 
In this study, it is hypothesised that: 
 





Research Context and Sample 
 
The sample in this study was drawn from a cross-industrial sample of Norwegian companies 
identified from LinkedIn’s Sales Navigator. Key informants were invited to participate in the 
study. The informants had to meet specific criteria, namely that their designations were sales or 
marketing managers/directors or key account managers. In total, 841 potential key informants 
were identified, who were subsequently contacted telephonically to verify whether they 
qualified to participate in the survey and, if not, to identify the appropriate person at the same 





The selected key informants in each firm were then provided with a Qualtrics link and asked to 
complete an online questionnaire. Although 294 responses were returned (56.2%), it was 
decided to exclude 81 from the final sample based on the following two assessment criteria: (i) 
percentage of incomplete responses from key informants in the questionnaires and (ii) key 
informants’ time taken to complete the questionnaire.  
 
We identified a substantial non-response bias in 81 questionnaires (i.e. non-useable), where the 
key informants responded to less than 90% (down to 0%) of the items. We also verified, before 
commencing the study, that it would take at least 3.5 minutes to complete the survey, but not 
more than 9 minutes. The time to complete the questionnaire by the 81 discarded key 
informants’ responses were as follows: 48 spent less than 3.5 minutes (i.e. 59.2% - short 
timeframe), 19 more than 17.5 minutes (i.e. 23.5% - long inactive timeframe) and 14 between 
3.5 and 9 minutes (i.e. 17.3% within the estimated time-frame for filling in the questionnaire, 
but with a non-response bias of 28-94%).  
 
Subsequently, the remaining 213 key informants spent at least 3.5 up to 9 minutes filling in the 
questionnaire, while 211 out of 213 questionnaires contained zero (0%) non-response bias for 
all items. The remaining two questionnaires contained a non-response less than 1%. In sum, the 
questionnaires returned by 213 key informants were completed satisfactorily and were useable 
in this study, thereby yielding a valid response rate of 40.7%. 
 
The managerial implications presented later in this article were verified in a follow-up study, 
by three Norwegian sales directors who did not participate in the seller-customer survey. These 
informants, chosen based on our judgment, were selected due to their long-standing and 
extensive sales experience, thereby qualifying them to adequately assess the managerial 
implications. Each in-depth practitioner interview lasted approximately one hour. 
 
Table 1 provides an overview of respondents who participated in the study by listing their nature 
of business, full-time employee equivalent and annual firm turnover. From this overview it is 
evident that a broad range of companies from different industries with varied annual turnovers 
participated in the study. 
 
 
Table 1 about here 
 
 
Respondents were instructed to identify one important business customer and bear this customer  
in mind when answering the questions. For confidentiality, the respondents were asked not to 
identify the customer. 
 
The questionnaire commenced with a competency check to ensure respondents were eligible 
for participation in the study (Campbell, 1955). We asked respondents to “Please consider how 
knowledgeable and experienced you are concerning both your business and your business 
dealings with this customer.” Respondents then had to answer the following two questions: a) 
“I have a lot of knowledge about this customer” and b) “I have a lot of experiences with this 
customer”. A five-point Likert scale with anchor points (1) strongly agree and (5) strongly 
disagree was used to measure the items. Almost all respondents (99.5%) indicated that they had 




experiences with the customer. Consequently, it was decided to omit one respondent (due to 
non-response bias), thereby resulting in 212 surveys being used for further data analysis.  
 
Finally, the managerial implications presented later on were verified by three Norwegian sales 
sales/marketing reps not part of the seller-customer survey. These informants were selected 
based on a judgmental criterium of having long-standing and extensive sales experience to 
assess the managerial implications adequately. 
 
 
Constructs and Items 
We sourced the constructs of precursors, mediators and outcomes applied in this study, 
according to seller-customer business relationships (i.e. seller perspective) from a selection of 
different studies (Hutchinson et al., 2011; Mpinganjira et al., 2014; Mysen et al., 2011a; Mysen 
et al., 2011b; Mysen et al., 2011c; Rindell et al., 2013). Specifically, we borrowed and slightly 
modified items used by Mysen et al. (2011a) in their original study that tested the precursors 
and outcomes of satisfaction in the research model, but in buyer-supplier business relationships 
(i.e. buyer perspective). Originally, the items were used in the studies listed below. 
Precursors 
• Trust – originates from Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone (1998).  




• Satisfaction – originates from Andaleeb (1996). 
 
Outcomes 
• Specific Assets - originates from Heide and John (1988). 
• Opportunism – originates from Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1999), John (1984) and Provan 
and Skinner (1989). 
• Formalization – originates from Dahlstrom and Nygaard (1999). 
 
 
The items of precursors and outcomes of satisfaction in the seller-customer research model are 
shown in Table 2 below. All are based on five-point Likert scales. The anchor points were (5) 
strongly agree and (1) strongly disagree.  
 
                                           Table 2 about here 
 
Table 2 shows the items selected after the screening process by the research team, all of which 
found it appropriate to test the hypothesised relationships in the seller-customer research model 
illustrated in Figure 2. It should be noted that the items in Table 2 were only marginally changed 
to fit the context of seller-customer business relationships, such as the word ‘supplier’ being 
replaced by the word ‘customer’.  
 
Empirical Findings 
A confirmatory factor analysis based on a measurement model of six constructs and their 
eighteen indicator variables using SPSS/AMOS 24.0 was conducted. Table 3 below shows the 
mean, standard deviation, variance explained and factor loading of each item per the construct 
of the seller-customer research model. 
          




As reported in Table 3, the explained variance ranged from 0.38 to 0.86 and the factor loadings 
were from 0.62 to 0.93. Based on these results, in was concluded that all items for testing the 
precursors and outcomes of satisfaction in seller-customer business relationships met the 
recommended guidelines of 0.5 for explained variance and 0.7 for factor loadings, except for 
one item (i.e. formalisation ‘a’-item). Nevertheless, the average of explained variance and the 
average of factor loadings per construct exceeded the 0.5 and 0.7 thresholds. 
 
Measurement and Structural Research Models 
The goodness-of-fit measures of the measurement model were found to be within the 
recommended guidelines (Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson & Tatham, 2006). The Chi-square 
was 160.35 with 120 degrees of freedom and statistically significant at p = 0.008 with a sample 
size of N = 213.  
 
The other fit statistics were also satisfactory. The normed Chi-square (X2/df) was 1.34 while 
the NFI was 0.93, the IFI 0.98, the TLI 0.97, the CFI 0.98 & RMSEA 0.040, with a confidence 
interval 90%: 0.021-0.055. The measurement model was accordingly found satisfactory and the 
structural model, with its hypothesised relationships, was tested, as shown in Figure 2 below. 
  
 
Figure 2 about here 
 
 
The goodness-of-fit statistics for the structural model were found to be satisfactory. The 
model’s Chi-square was 253,46 with 129 degrees of freedom and statistically significant at p = 
0.000. The other fit statistics were as follows: the normed Chi-square (X2/df) = 1.97; the NFI = 
0.90; the IFI = 0.95, the TLI = 0.93, the CFI = 0.95 & RMSEA = 0.067. Thus, all the fit indices 
were within recommended guidelines.  
 
Table 4 indicates that the hypothesised relationships in the structural research model were all 




Table 4 about here 
 
 
Construct Reliability and Validity 
 




Convergent validity, which refers to the extent to which the individual items in a construct share 
variance between them (Hair et al., 2006). Table 5 reports that the variance extracted for all 
constructs exceeded the recommended threshold of 50%. The range was from 55.7% to 80.0%.  
 
Assessment of discriminant validity, which refers to whether the seller-customer research 
model consists of different constructs, was done by comparing the variance extracted with the 




variance extracted for each construct exceeded the corresponding squared inter-construct, thus 
providing evidence of discriminant validity.  
 
In addition, we assessed the nomological validity, which refers to the directions of cause-and-
effect relationships (see Figure bove2) between the constructs tested in the seller-customer 
research model. Table 5 shows that the relationships tested in this model were all significant. 
Furthermore, the tested relationships were in line with existing theory and previous studies on 
precursors and outcomes of satisfaction across contexts and through time. These had been 
reported in the same research model but focused on buyer-supplier relationships. Table 5 
therefore demonstrates the nomological validity of the seller-customer research model.  
 
Finally, the composite trait reliability was assessed to verify the reliability of the constructs in 
the seller-customer research model. Table 5 shows that all constructs had composite trait 
reliability coefficients that exceed 0.7 (Hair et al., 2006), thereby providing evidence of 
reliability. The estimates ranged from 0.84-0.93.  
 
Based on results in Table 5, it is concluded that the measurement and structural properties of 
the tested research model on the precursors and outcomes of satisfaction in Norwegian seller-
customer relationships provide evidence of validity and reliability. 
 
Research Implications 
The empirical findings reported on the precursors and outcomes of satisfaction tested in the 
seller-customer research model indicate consistency between the measurement and structural 
properties of seller-customer business relationships and buyer-supplier business relationships. 
Nevertheless, additional studies are needed to gather further evidence of the validity and 
reliability beyond the studied Norwegian seller-customer business relationships. 
 
Furthermore, the empirical findings indicate that the items in existing theory and applied in 
previous studies to measure the constructs of trust, commitment, satisfaction, specific assets, 
opportunism and formalisation in buyer-supplier relationships (i.e. buyer perspective) are valid 
and reliable, after minor adaptations (such as changing the word ‘supplier’ to ‘customer’) to 
measure the same constructs in seller-customer business relationships (i.e. seller perspective).  
 
In addition, the empirical findings indicate that not only the measurement properties of the 
constructs and their items are applicable to seller-customer to business relationships, but also 
the structural properties. However, a positively hypothesised relationship in buyer-supplier 
business relationships (e.g. satisfaction relates positively to specific assets based on a buyer 
perspective) may become a negatively hypothesised relationship, though still significant, in 
seller-customer business relationships (e.g. satisfaction relates negatively to specific assets 
according a seller perspective) 
 
The empirical findings therefore provide multiple opportunities for verifying whether the 
applied constructs in this study are applicable in other contexts of seller-customer business 
relationships. It also provides multiple opportunities for verifying whether other constructs 
originating from studies in buyer-supplier business relationships are applicable in seller-
customer business relationships. In short, there are many opportunities for testing a range of 






By extension, this study provides an opportunity to test the mutuality of relationship quality 
perceptions by combining buyer and seller perspectives in business relationships by matching 




The empirical findings of this study provide a corporate basis for examining both a company’s 
seller and buyer relationships. A company’s inbound and outbound business relationships can 
be examined according to the same precursors and outcomes of satisfaction. 
 
These precursors and outcomes tested in the seller-customer research model enable a company 
to monitor its inbound (supplier) and outbound (customer) business relationships. The empirical 
findings provide another basis for a company to conduct a combined examination of 
relationship quality in their inbound and outbound business relationships. 
 
As indicated previously in the methodology section, we asked three sales directors in a follow-
up study for their views on the managerial implications of this study. We did so to reconnect 
the results of this study with the industry insights of practitioners, all of which generated 
numerous points of relevance and value to them. 
 
The practitioners stressed several managerial implications of trust as a precursor of satisfaction 
in seller-customer business relationships, such as: 
 
(i) offering a foundation for developing the seller-customer business relationship; 
(ii) giving peace of mind for the seller, by indicating less likelihood of trouble; 
(iii) lessening stress and uncertainty through a ‘predictable’ relationship with the 
customer; 
(iv) creating a more enjoyable working atmosphere with the customer; and 
(v) supporting satisfactory perceptions of the seller-customer business relationship. 
 
The practitioners also emphasised some managerial implications of commitment as a precursor 
of satisfaction in seller-customer business relationships, such as: 
 
(i) providing a platform for improving planning with the customer; 
(ii) prioritising the customer through sellers investing more time, offering better 
solutions and receiving new products; and 
(iii) strengthening bonds in seller-customer business relationships. 
 
The practitioners highlight several managerial implications of satisfaction as a mediator 
between the precursors of trust and commitment on the one hand & the outcomes of specific 
investments, opportunism and formalisation on the other: 
 
 
(i) prioritises customers; 
(ii) increases willingness to share information with customers; 
(iii) opens up the seller-customer business relationship; 
(iv) devotes extra effort to customers; and 
(v) creates a more satisfying job situation by being more comfortable and happy; and 





The practitioners hesitated regarding the managerial implications of specific assets in the seller-
customer business relationships. In particular, the practitioners reacted to the negative 
relationship hypothesised between satisfaction and specific assets in seller-customer business 
relationships. This means that if the seller is satisfied, there is less specific investment in this 
customer, although a deeper discussion with the practitioners reveals one reason brought 
forward by them, namely, that in a relationship where the seller is satisfied, the customer may 
well also be satisfied. Consequently, there is no need for specific investments if both are 
satisfied with the relationship. Specific investment is often something sellers do in order not to 
lose sales volume, or something sellers do to acquire new customers. Specific investments are 
often made to strengthen the seller-customer business relationship. 
 
The practitioners viewed some managerial implications of opportunistic customers as an 
outcome in seller-customer business relationships, such as: 
 
 
(i) customers do not get the best offers; 
(ii) they are not prioritized to receive new product launches; and 
(iii) it leads to conflicts in the seller-customer business relationship. 
 
The practitioners commented that opportunistic seller behaviour aimed at creating short-term 
gains often created conflict and a loss of customers, as it backfired on the seller-customer 
business relationship. This can be avoided by good sales management, the ability to understand 
the customer and empathy. Sales staff training and achievable goals are therefore important, so 
the seller ‘reps’ are able to achieve budget targets without shortcuts through opportunism. 
 
Finally, the practitioners explained a few managerial implications of formalization in seller-
customer business relationships, such as: 
 
(i) a clear distribution of responsibility between parties (e.g. who does what and when); 
(ii) favorable conditions for increased efficiency and investments in the seller-customer 
business relationships;  
(iii) increased security as the customers will not disappear without notice; and 
(iv) maintaining profitability. 
 
Based on the feedback provided by the practitioners, we contend that trust and commitment are 
perceived by the practitioners as two relevant precursors of satisfaction, while specific assets, 
opportunism and formalisation are perceived as outcomes of satisfactory seller-customer 
business relationships. We also contend, based on the practitioner feedback, that the research 
model makes sense to the practitioners in relation to the managerial implications. It appears to 
entail a chain of intertwined quality constructs if satisfactory, and a negative one if 
unsatisfactory. Finally, the practitioners’ overall feedback on the managerial implications of the 
research model tested in this study were as follows: 
 
(i) it is important to make the seller aware of the positive consequences of trust on 
satisfaction and commitment; 
(ii) when the seller is aware of the positive consequences of trust, he or she can then use 
them as a platform for discussion with a customer in order to assess specific assets, 




(iii) trust is the foundation of positive consequences (e.g. commitment and satisfaction) 
which stimulates seller insights into handling specific assets, opportunism and 
formalization; and 
(iv) it probably leads to enhanced sales performance. 
 
Ultimately, the lesson learned from the managerial implications provided by the practitioners 
was that acting in a way that builds trust by a seller with a customer, or vice versa, will benefit 
both. According to the practitioners, the focus should always be on the seller should ensuring 
that the customer is satisfied. We also contend, based on the feedback, that the research model 
makes sense to the practitioners. The model demonstrates the outcome of trustworthy behaviour 
between the customer and the seller (i.e. satisfaction and commitment) and the related outcomes 
(i.e. specific assets, opportunism and formalization). 
 
Conclusions and Suggestions for the Future 
This study examines a selection of Norwegian seller-customer business relationships, testing 
the measurement and structural properties of a research model in which trust and commitment 
are positive precursors to satisfaction. Satisfaction is a positive precursor to formalization and 
a negative precursor to specific assets and opportunism. This is the first study to apply the 
precursor and outcome constructs that have previously been tested in buyer-supplier 
relationships and which have been successfully validated in studied seller-customer 
relationships. 
 
The measurement and structural models on the precursors and outcomes of satisfaction in seller-
customer business relationships indicate satisfactory goodness-of-fit. The measurement and 
structural properties also indicate satisfactory validity and reliability. In addition, the empirical 
findings support the six hypothesised relationships in the seller-customer research model (see 
Figure 2 above). 
 
This study therefore contributes assessing the precursors and outcomes of satisfaction in seller-
customer business relationships. The present research also complements existing theory and 
previous studies on buyer-supplier business relationships. Specifically, it extends the buyer 
perspective on relationship quality in business relationships, with the seller perspective on the 
measurements and structural properties of trust, commitment, satisfaction, specific assets, 
opportunism and formalization. 
 
The study confirms that trust and commitment are also precursors to satisfaction in seller-
customer business relationships. This also confirms that satisfaction is a mediator between trust 
and commitment on the one hand, and specific assets, opportunism and formalization on the 
other, in seller-customer relationships. In addition, satisfaction is a precursor to specific assets, 
opportunism and formalization. 
 
Although this study contributes to existing theory and previous studies on the precursors and 
outcomes of satisfaction in buyer-supplier business relationships, and specifically, on seller-
customer business relationships, several limitations remain. We propose that future studies on 
the precursors and outcomes of satisfaction are necessary in order to examine other kinds of 
seller-customer business relationships as well as such relationships in other countries. In 
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Nature of Business Count Full-Time Employee 
Equivalent 
Count Annual Turnover 
(Euro) 
Count 
Accomodation, Cafe or Restaurant 11 1-4 9 0 – 4.9 Millions 52 
Agriculture, Forest or Fishing 9 5-9  15 5.0 – 9.9 Millions 16 
Communication Services 21 10-19  17 10.0 – 24.9 Millions 38 
Construction 12 20-49  33 25.0 – 99.9 Millions 37 
Cultural or Recreational Services 5 50-99  35 100 + Millions 70 
Education 6 100 - 249  29 Total 213 
Electricity, Gas or Water 13 250 + 75 
Finance and/or Insurance 20 Total 213 
Govt Admin or Defence 5 
Health and Community Services 10 
Mining 1 
Manufacturing 28 
Personal and Other Services 10 
Property and Business Services 8 
Retail Trade 19 
Transport and Storage 15 
Wholesale Trade 20 









  a) This customer is fair in its negotiations with us. 
  b) We can rely on this customer. 
  c) This customer is trustworthy. 
Commitment 
  a) We would like to continue our relationship with this customer. 
  b We intend to do business with this customer well into the future. 
  c) We are dedicated to continuing doing business with this customer. 
Satisfaction 
a) Our firm is comfortable about its relationship with this customer. 
  b) The relationship between us and this customer is positive. 
  c) Our firm is content about its relationship with this customer. 
Specific Assets 
 a) We have made investments in resources that are of most use only to this customer. 
 b) We have customized an essential share of our business in dealing with this customer. 
 c) We have tailored our business to accommodate the needs of this customer. 
Opportunism 
 a) This customer does not always keep what they promise. 
 b) This customer alters the facts slightly in order to get what they need. 
 c) This customer is not always honest with us. 
Formalization 
 a) Our relationship with this customer is regulated by written contracts. 
 b) There is a clear distribution of tasks with this customer. 





Table 3: Precursors and Outcomes of Satisfaction – Univariate Item Statistics Summary 
 
Trust 




a) 213 3.87 0.89 0.60 0.77 
b) 213 3.94 0.88 0.78 0.88 
c) 212 4.16 0.78 0.74 0.80 
  Commitment   
a) 213 4.69 0.55 0.77 0.88 
b) 213 4.64 0.63 0.86 0.93 
c) 213 4.57 0.64 0.77 0.88 
  Satisfaction   
a) 213 4.31 0.79 0.73 0.85 
b) 213 4.34 0.73 0.73 0.85 
c) 213 4.24 0.86 0.75 0.86 
  Specific assets   
a) 213 3.01 1.20 0.55 0.74 
b) 213 2.95 1.16 0.78 0.88 
c) 213 3.31 1.15 0.63 0.80 
  Opportunism   
a) 213 2.49 1.00 0.60 0.78 
b) 213 2.46 1.06 0.72 0.85 
c) 213 2.34 0.99 0.76 0.87 
  Formalisation   
a) 212 4.20 0.96 0.38 0.62 
b) 212 3.95 0.80 0.76 0.87 





















1 Trust Satisfaction 0. 62 0.00 Supported 
2 Commitment Satisfaction 0.39 0.00 Supported 
3 Trust Commitment 0.33 0.00 Supported 
4 Satisfaction Specific Assets -0.17 0.02 Supported 
5 Satisfaction Opportunism -0.58 0.00 Supported 







Table 5: Squared Inter-Construct Correlations and Summary Statistics 
 
Variable Satisfaction Trust Commitment Specific Assets Opportunism Formalization 
Satisfaction 1,000      
Trust 0.51 1,000     
Commitment 0.35 0.11 1,000    
Specific Assets 0.03 0.01 0.31 1,000   
Opportunism 0.17 0.10 0.43 0.02 1,000  
Formalization 0.09 0.12 0.10 0.05 0.18 1,000 
Variance Extracted 73.3% 70.7% 80.0% 65.3% 69.3% 55.7% 
Composite Trait 
Reliability 























































Figure 2 – Seller-Customer Structural Research Model. 
 
 
 
 
 
